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Fii ~" udicial District Court • Kootenai Coum 
ROA Report 
Case: CV-2014-0004912 Current Judge: Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
Joel W Harmon, etal. vs. State Farm Mutual Automobile Insurance Company 
User: LEU 
Joel W Harmon, Kathleen F Harmon vs. State Farm Mutual Automobile Insurance Company 
Date Code User Judge 
6/17/2014 NCOC VICTORIN New Case Filed - Other Claims Benjamin R. Simpson 
VICTORIN Filing: A - All initial civil case filings of any type Benjamin R. Simpson 
not listed in categories B-H, or the other A listings 
below Paid by: Bistline, Arthur Mooney Receipt 
number: 0025684 Dated: 6/17/2014 Amount: 
$96.00 (Check) For: Harmon, Joel W (plaintiff) 
COMP HUFFMAN Verified Complaint for Damages Benjamin R. Simpson 
6/18/2014 SUMI GRESHAM Summons Issued -State Farm Mutual Automobile Benjamin R. Simpson 
Insurance Company 
6/26/2014 NOTC DEGLMAN Notice of Filing Return of Service Benjamin R. Simpson 
7/21/2014 MCCOY Filing: 11 - Initial Appearance by persons other Benjamin R. Simpson 
than the plaintiff or petitioner Paid by: Jeffrey 
Thomson Receipt number: 0030213 Dated: 
7/21/2014 Amount: $136.00 (Check) For: State 
Farm Mutual Automobile Insurance Company 
(defendant) 
ANSW MCCOY Answer to Plaintiffs' Verified Complaint for Benjamin R. Simpson 
Damages and Demand for Jury Trial - Jeffrey 
Thomson obo Defendant 
AFFD MCCOY Affidavit of Craig R Yabui in Support of Motion for Benjamin R. Simpson 
Stay of Proceedings and to Compel Appraisal 
MEMS MCCOY Memorandum In Support Of Motion for Stay of Benjamin R. Simpson 
Proceedings and to Compel Appraisal 
MOTN MCCOY Motion for Stay of Proceedings and Compel Benjamin R. Simpson 
Appraisal 
7/23/2014 ORDR LARSEN Scheduling Order And Forms Issued Benjamin R. Simpson 
7/24/2014 ORDR HUFFMAN Scheduling Order And Form - Arthur M Bistline Benjamin R. Simpson 
HRSC LARSEN Hearing Scheduled (Motion for Summary Benjamin R. Simpson 
Judgment 09/02/2014 03:00 PM) Bistline 30 min 
HRSC LARSEN Hearing Scheduled (Motion to Stay 09/02/2014 Benjamin R. Simpson 
03:00 PM) Thomson 
7/25/2014 HRSC LARSEN Hearing Scheduled (Motion to Stay 08/19/2014 Benjamin R. Simpson 
03:00 PM) Thompson and Yabui-30 min 
HRVC LARSEN Hearing result for Motion to Stay scheduled on Benjamin R. Simpson 
09/02/2014 03:00 PM: Hearing Vacated per 
Thomson Thomson 
NOTH GRESHAM Notice Of Hearing Re: Motion For Stay Of Benjamin R. Simpson 
Proceedings And To Compel Appraisal 
8/6/2014 MISC DEGLMAN Scheduling Form- Jeffrey Thomson Benjamin R. Simpson 
STIP HUFFMAN Stipulation Allowing Defendant to Participate by Benjamin R. Simpson 
Telephone in Hearing on Motion for Stary of 
Proceedings and to Compel Appraisal 
8/7/2014 ORDR LARSEN Order Allowing Defendant To Participate By Benjamin R. Simpson 
Telephone In Hearing On Motion For Stay Of 
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Fh .Jdicial District Court - Kootenai Coun, User: LEU 
ROA Report 
Case: CV-2014-0004912 Current Judge: Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
Joel W Harmon, etal. vs. State Farm Mutual Automobile Insurance Company 
Joel W Harmon, Kathleen F Harmon vs. State Farm Mutual Automobile Insurance Company 
Date Code User Judge 
8/7/2014 HRVC LARSEN Hearing result for Motion for Summary Judgment Benjamin R. Simpson 
scheduled on 09/02/2014 03:00 PM: Hearing 
Vacated per Bistline- Bistline 30 min 
8/12/2014 MOTN DIXON Plaintiffs Response to Defendant's Motion For Benjamin R. Simpson 
Stay 
AFFD DIXON Affidavit of Joel W Harmon in Opposition to Benjamin R. Simpson 
Defendant's Motion for Stay 
8/15/2014 AFFD JLEIGH Supplemental Affidavit Of Craig R Yabui In Benjamin R. Simpson 
Support Of Motion For Stay Of Proceedings And 
To Compel Appraisal 
MEMO JLEIGH Reply Memorandum In Support Of Motion for Benjamin R. Simpson 
Stay Of Proceedings And To Compel Appraisal 
8/18/2014 HRVC LARSEN Hearing result for Motion to Stay scheduled on Benjamin R. Simpson 
08/19/2014 03:00 PM: Hearing Vacated per 
Thompson and Yabui- Thompson and Yabui-30 
min--Def to appear telephonically--208-343-5454 
8/20/2014 HRSC LARSEN Hearing Scheduled (Pre-Trial Conference Benjamin R. Simpson 
09/17/2015 08:00 AM) 
HRSC LARSEN Hearing Scheduled (Jury Trial Scheduled Benjamin R. Simpson 
09/21/2015 09:00 AM) 4 day trial 
NOHG LARSEN Notice Of Pre-Trial Conference And Trial Benjamin R. Simpson 
ORDR LARSEN Order For Mediation Benjamin R. Simpson 
NOTC LARSEN Trial Notice Benjamin R. Simpson 
PTOR LARSEN Scheduling Order, Notice Of Trial Setting And Benjamin R Simpson 
Initial Pre-Trial Order 
8/21/2014 NOTC LARSEN Amended Trial Notice Benjamin R. Simpson 
8/22/2014 MOTN HUFFMAN Plaintiffs' Motion to Disqualify Benjamin R. Simpson 
STIP HUFFMAN Stipulation to Stay Proceedings Pending Benjamin R. Simpson 
Completion of Appraisal 
8/25/2014 ORDR CLAUSEN Order of Disqualification Pursuant to IRCP 40 John T. Mitchell 
DISA CLAUSEN Disqualification Of Judge Mitchell - Automatic as John T. Mitchell 
Alternate by PA 
8/27/2014 ORDR LARSEN Order Granting Stay Of Proceedings Pending Benjamin R. Simpson 
Completion Of Appraisal 
10/21/2014 HRVC LARSEN Hearing result for Pre-Trial Conference Benjamin R. Simpson 
scheduled on 09/17/2015 08:00 AM: Hearing 
Vacated 
HRSC LARSEN Hearing Scheduled (Pre-Trial Conference Benjamin R. Simpson 
08/13/2015 08:00 AM) 
LARSEN Amended Notice of Hearing Benjamin R. Simpson 
11/20/2014 CADD MCCOY Notice of Change of Address Benjamin R. Simpson 
12/23/2014 HRSC LARSEN Hearing Scheduled (Motion 01/12/2015 03:00 Benjamin R. Simpson 
PMJ Bistline 30 min-Ii~ stay Joel W & Kathleen F Harmon v State Farm Mutu I Ins Docket No. 438 2 5of50 
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Fi. udicial District Court - Kootenai Coun 
ROA Report 
Case: CV-2014-0004912 Current Judge: Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
Joel W Harmon, etal. vs. State Farm Mutual Automobile Insurance Company 
User: LEU 
Joel W Harmon, Kathleen F Harmon vs. State Farm Mutual Automobile Insurance Company 
Date 
12/30/2014 
2/3/2015 
3/23/2015 
4/16/2015 
4/24/2015 
4/27/2015 
5/8/2015 
5/14/2015 
5/20/2015 
5/26/2015 
5/29/2015 
Code 
HRVC 
HRSC 
HRVC 
PLWL 
HRSC 
NOTC 
DFWL 
FILE 
HRVC 
HRSC 
HRVC 
HRSC 
HRSC 
AFFD 
MEMS 
NOTH 
MOTN 
MNDS 
ADMR 
User 
LARSEN 
LARSEN 
HODGE 
STAMPER 
LARSEN 
MCKEON 
MCKEON 
JLEIGH 
LARSEN 
LARSEN 
LARSEN 
LARSEN 
LARSEN 
JLEIGH 
JLEIGH 
JLEIGH 
JLEIGH 
JLEIGH 
VIGIL 
Judge 
Hearing result for Motion scheduled on Benjamin R. Simpson 
01/12/2015 03:00 PM: Hearing Vacated Bistline 
30 min-lift stay 
Hearing Scheduled (Motion 02/17/2015 03:00 Benjamin R. Simpson 
PM) Bistline 30 min-lift stay 
Hearing result for Motion scheduled on Benjamin R. Simpson 
02/17/2015 03:00 PM: Hearing Vacated Bistline 
30 min-lift stay 
Plaintiffs Expert Witness Disclosure Benjamin R. Simpson 
Hearing Scheduled (Motion 05/12/2015 03:00 Benjamin R. Simpson 
PM) Bistline 30 min-lift stay 
Defendant's Notice Of Compliance With Expert Benjamin R. Simpson 
Witness disclosure 
Defendant's Expert Witness Disclosure 
New File Created *****#2******* 
Hearing result for Motion scheduled on 
05/12/2015 03:00 PM: Hearing Vacated per 
Bistline- Bistline 30 min-lift stay 
Hearing Scheduled (Motion for Summary 
Judgment 06/16/2015 03:00 PM) Thompson-30 
min 
Benjamin R. Simpson 
Benjamin R. Simpson 
Benjamin R. Simpson 
Benjamin R. Simpson 
Hearing result for Motion for Summary Judgment Benjamin R. Simpson 
scheduled on 06/16/2015 03:00 PM: Hearing 
Vacated per Thompson- Thompson-30 min 
Hearing Scheduled (Motion to Dismiss Benjamin R. Simpson 
06/16/2015 03:00 PM) Thompson-30 min 
Hearing Scheduled (Motion 06/16/2015 03:00 Benjamin R. Simpson 
PM) Thompson-lift stay 
Affidavit Of Jeffrey A Thomson In Support Of Benjamin R. Simpson 
Defendant's Motion To Lift Stay Of Proceedings 
Pending Completion Of Appraisal And Motion To 
Dismiss With Prejudice 
Memorandum In Support Of Defendant's Motion Benjamin R. Simpson 
To Lift Stay Of Proceedings Pending Completion 
Of Appraisal and Motion To Dismiss With 
Prejudice 
Notice Of Hearing On Defendant's Motion To Lift Benjamin R. Simpson 
Stay Of Proceedings Pending Completion Of 
Appraisal and Motion To Dismiss With Prejudice 
Defendant's Motion To Lift Stay Of Proceedings Benjamin R. Simpson 
Pending Completion Of Appraisal 
Defendant's Motion To Dismiss With Prejudice Benjamin R. Simpson 
Administrative assignment of Judge (batch 
process) 
6/3/2015 Joel \INOf!®leen F H~liSN:e Farm ~tjes()f ~lal4ilil92 Cynthia K.C. tvie,er 
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Fir Jdicial District Court • Kootenai Count. User: LEU 
ROA Report 
Case: CV-2014-0004912 Current Judge: Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
Joel W Harmon, etal. vs. State Farm Mutual Automobile Insurance Company 
Joel W Harmon, Kathleen F Harmon vs. State Farm Mutual Automobile Insurance Company 
Date Code User Judge 
6/3/2015 OBJT DEGLMAN Objection to Notice of Plaintiffs Counsel's Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
Unavailabity and Motion For Order Allowing 
Defendant to Meet Pretrial Deadlines 
MOTN DEGLMAN Motion to Shorten Time for Hearing Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
NOHG DEGLMAN Notice Of Hearing on Defenant's Objection to Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
Notice of Plaintiffs' Counsel's Unavailability and 
Motion For Order Allowing Defendant to Meet 
Pretrial Deadlines 
6/4/2015 HRSC LARSEN Hearing Scheduled (Motion 06/16/2015 03:00 Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
PM) Thompson-objection to Pit notice of 
unavailability 
HRSC LARSEN Hearing Scheduled {Motion 06/16/2015 03:00 Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
PM) Thompson-allow Def to proceed with pretrial 
deadlines 
6/9/2015 MISC CLEVELAND Plaintiffs' Response to Defendant's Motion to Lift Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
6/10/2015 
6/16/2015 
Stay of Proceedings Pending Completion of 
Appraisal and Response to Defendant's Motion to 
Dismiss with Prejudice 
MISC CLEVELAND Plaintiff's Response to Defendant's Objection to 
Plaintiff's counsel's Unavailability and Motion for 
Order allowing Defendant to Meet Pretrial 
Deadlines 
MEMO MCKEON Reply Memorandum In Support Of Defendant's 
Motion To Lift Stay Of Proceedings Pending 
Completion Of Appraisal And Motion To Dismiss 
With Prejudice 
MEMO MCKEON Reply Memorandum In Support Of Objection To 
Notice Of Plaintiffs' Counsel's Unavailability And 
Motion For Order Allowing Defendant To Meet 
Pretrial Deadlines 
HRHD LARSEN Hearing result for Motion scheduled on 
06/16/2015 03:00 PM: Hearing Held 
Thompson-lift stay 
HRHD LARSEN Hearing result for Motion to Dismiss scheduled 
on 06/16/2015 03:00 PM: Hearing Held 
Thompson-30 min 
HRHD LARSEN Hearing result for Motion scheduled on 
06/16/2015 03:00 PM: Hearing Held 
Thompson-objection to Pit notice of unavailability 
HRHD LARSEN Hearing result for Motion scheduled on 
06/16/2015 03:00 PM: Hearing Held 
Thompson-allow Def to proceed with pretrial 
deadlines 
DCHH LARSEN District Court Hearing Held 
Court Reporter: Diane Bolan 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: under 100 pages 
Joel W & Kathleen F Harmon v State Farm Mutual Ins Docket No. 438"02 
Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
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Fir. idicial District Court - Kootenai Count. User: LEU 
ROA Report 
Case: CV-2014-0004912 Current Judge: Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
Joel W Harmon, etal. vs. State Farm Mutual Automobile Insurance Company 
Joel W Harmon, Kathleen F Harmon vs. State Farm Mutual Automobile Insurance Company 
Date Code User Judge 
6/19/2015 HRSC LARSEN Hearing Scheduled (Motion for Summary Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
Judgment 07/30/2015 09:00 AM) 
LARSEN Notice of Hearing Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
6/26/2015 MNSJ MITCHELL Defendant's Motion For Summary Judgment Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
MEMO MITCHELL Memorandum in Support of Defendant's Motion Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
for Summary Judgment 
MISC MITCHELL Concise Statement of Undisputed Facts in Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
Support of Defendant's Motion for Summary 
Judgment 
AFFD MITCHELL Affidavit of Dennis Schwatka in Support of Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
Defendant's Motion for Summary Judgment 
AFFD MITCHELL Affidavit of Jeffrey A. Thomson in Support of Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
Defendant's Motion for Summary Judgment 
7/15/2015 STIP DIXON Stipulation To Amend Briefing Deadlines Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
FILE MITCHELL ***********New File Created #3************* Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
7/16/2015 ORDR LARSEN Order Amending Briefing Deadlines Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
7/17/2015 AFFD CLEVELAND Affidavit of Arthur M. Bistline in Opposition to Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
Defendant's Motion for Summary Judgment 
AFFD CLEVELAND Affidavit of Joel W. Harmon in Opposition to Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
Defendant's Motion for Summary Judgment 
MISC CLEVELAND Plaintiffs Statement of Facts in Opposition to Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
Defendant's Motion for Summary Judgment 
ANSW CLEVELAND Plaintiffs' Response to Defendant's Motion for Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
Summary Judgment 
HRSC LARSEN Hearing Scheduled (Motion to Amend Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
07/30/2015 09:00 AM) Bistline-amend complaint 
MEMO CLEVELAND Memorandum in Support of Plaintiffs' Motion to Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
AMEND Complaint for Punitive Damages 
COMP CLEVELAND AMENDED Complaint for Damageses Filed Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
MISC CLEVELAND Plaintiffs AMENDED Statement of Facts in Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
Opposition to Defendant's Motion for Summary 
Judgment 
MOTN CLEVELAND Plaintiffs Motion to AMEND Complaint for Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
Punitive Damages and Mottion to Shorten Time 
NOTH WOOSLEY Notice Of Hearing on Plaintiffs' Motion to Amend Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
Complaint and Motion to Shorten Time 
7/22/2015 MOTN JLEIGH Defendant's Non-Opposition To Plaintiffs' Motion Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
To Shorten Time RE: Motion To Amend To Add 
Punitive Damages 
7/23/2015 MEMO JLEIGH State Farm's Memorandum In Opposition To Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
Plaintiffs' Motion To Amend Complaint For 
Punitive Damages 
MEMS JLEIGH R;.'l! Memorandum In Support Of Defendant's 
Joel w & Kathleen F Harmon v State Farm rtl1 W~oPs'iffltMl?i-,§3§Bf:tgment Cynthia K.C. Merer 8 o 50 
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Fir Jdicial District Court • Kootenai Coun( 
ROA Report 
Case: CV-2014-0004912 Current Judge: Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
Joel W Harmon, etal. vs. State Farm Mutual Automobile Insurance Company 
User: LEU 
Joel W Harmon, Kathleen F Harmon vs. State Farm Mutual Automobile Insurance Company 
Date 
7/30/2015 
8/5/2015 
8/11/2015 
8/13/2015 
Code 
HRHD 
DENY 
DCHH 
ORDR 
HRSC 
MOTN 
NOTH 
NOTC 
MISC 
OBJT 
HRHD 
HRHD 
DCHH 
HRVC 
HRSC 
HRSC 
User 
LARSEN 
LARSEN 
LARSEN 
DIXON 
LARSEN 
DIXON 
DIXON 
DIXON 
DIXON 
DIXON 
LARSEN 
LARSEN 
LARSEN 
LARSEN 
LARSEN 
LARSEN 
Judge 
Hearing result for Motion for Summary Judgment Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
scheduled on 07/30/2015 09:00 AM: Hearing 
Held Jeffrey Thompson to appear 
telephonic-208-343-5454 
Hearing result for Motion to Amend scheduled on Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
07/30/2015 09:00 AM: Motion Denied 
Bistline-amend complaint 
District Court Hearing Held 
Court Reporter: Diane Bolan 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: under 100 pages 
Order Denying Plaintiffs' Motion to Amend 
Complaint For Punitive Damages 
Hearing Scheduled (Motion to Continue 
08/13/2015 08:00 AM) Bistline 
Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
Plaintiffs Motion For Continuance Of or Vacating Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
Trial And Motion To Shorten Time 
Notice Of Hearing On Plaintiffs' Motion For Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
Continuance Of or Vacating Trial And Motion to 
Shorten Time 
Notice Of Mediation Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
Defendant's Non-Opposition To Plaintiffs' Motion Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
to shorten Time Re: Motion For Continuance Of 
Or Vacating Trial 
Defendant's Objection To Plaintiffs' Motion For Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
Continuance Of Or Vacating Trial 
Hearing result for Pre-Trial Conference Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
scheduled on 08/13/2015 08:00 AM: Hearing 
Held Thompson to appear telephonic 
208-343-5454 
Hearing result for Motion to Continue scheduled Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
on 08/13/2015 08:00 AM: Hearing Held Bistline 
District Court Hearing Held Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
Court Reporter: Diane Bolan 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: under 100 pages 
Hearing result for Jury Trial Scheduled scheduled Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
on 09/21/2015 09:00 AM: Hearing Vacated 4 
day trial 
Hearing Scheduled (Jury Trial Scheduled 
09/28/2015 09:00 AM) 3 day trial 
Hearing Scheduled (Status Conference 
09/01/2015 03:00 PM) 
Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
AFFD LARSEN Affidavit Of Arthur M. Bistline In Support Of Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
Plaintiffs' Motion For Continuance Of Or Vacating 
Joel W & Kathleen F Harmon v State Farm JJJ&\11 Ins Docket No. 43802 9 of 50 
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Jdicial District Court - Kootenai Coun( ' Fir 
ROA Report 
Case: CV-2014-0004912 Current Judge: Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
Joel W Harmon, etal. vs. State Farm Mutual Automobile Insurance Company 
User: LEU 
Joel W Harmon, Kathleen F Harmon vs. State Farm Mutual Automobile Insurance Company 
Date 
8/13/2015 
8/18/2015 
8/25/2015 
9/8/2015 
9/22/2015 
10/2/2015 
10/13/2015 
10/21/2015 
Code 
AFIS 
ORDR 
JDMT 
HRVC 
HRVC 
CVDI 
FJDE 
STAT 
MOTN 
HRSC 
NOTH 
MEMS 
MEMO 
DENY 
DCHH 
STAT 
ORDR 
User 
LARSEN 
LARSEN 
MMILLER 
LARSEN 
LARSEN 
LARSEN 
LARSEN 
LARSEN 
LARSEN 
LARSEN 
JLEIGH 
LARSEN 
JLEIGH 
JLEIGH 
ESPE 
LARSEN 
LARSEN 
LARSEN 
LARSEN 
Judge 
Notice of Hearing Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
Notice of Trial Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
Affidavit Of Arthur M Bistline in Support of Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
Plaintiffs' Motion For Continuance of or Vacating 
Trial 
Memorandum Decision And Order Re: Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
Defendant's Motion For Summary Judgment 
Judgment Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
Hearing result for Status Conference scheduled Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
on 09/01/2015 03:00 PM: Hearing Vacated 
Hearing result for Jury Trial Scheduled scheduled Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
on 09/28/2015 09:00 AM: Hearing Vacated 3 
day trial 
Civil Disposition entered for: State Farm Mutual Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
Automobile Insurance Company, Defendant; 
Harmon, Joel W, Plaintiff; Harmon, Kathleen F, 
Plaintiff. Filing date: 8/25/2015 
Final Judgement, Order Or Decree Entered 
Case status changed: Closed 
Plaintiffs Motion To Alter Or Amend 
Hearing Scheduled (Motion 10/13/2015 03:00 
PM) Sistine 30 min-alter or amend judgment 
Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
Cynthia K. C. Meyer 
Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
Notice Of Hearing On Plaintiffs' Motion To Alter Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
Or Amend 
Memorandum In Support Of Plaintiffs' Motion To Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
Alter Or Amend 
Defendant's Memorandum in Opposition to Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
Plaintiffs Motion to Alter or Amend 
Hearing result for Motion scheduled on Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
10/13/2015 03:00 PM: Motion Denied Sistine 
30 min-alter or amend judgment--Jeff Thompson 
to appear telephonic--208-395-7146 
District Court Hearing Held 
Court Reporter: Diane Bolan 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: under 100 pages 
Case status changed: closed 
Order Denying Plaintiffs' Motion To Alter Or 
Amend Judgment 
Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
Cynthia K. C. Meyer 
11/24/2015 HAYDEN Filing: L4 - Appeal, Civil appeal or cross-appeal Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
to Supreme Court Paid by: Bistline, Arthur 
Mooney (attorney for Harmon, Joel W) Receipt 
number: 0043758 Dated: 11/24/2015 Amount: 
$129.00 (Check) For: Harmon, Joel W (plaintiff) 
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Fir 1dicial District Court - Kootenai Count: User: LEU 
ROA Report 
Case: CV-2014-0004912 Current Judge: Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
Joel W Harmon, etal. vs. State Farm Mutual Automobile Insurance Company 
Joel W Harmon, Kathleen F Harmon vs. State Farm Mutual Automobile Insurance Company 
Date Code User Judge 
11/24/2015 BNDC HAYDEN Bond Posted - Cash {Receipt 43760 Dated Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
11/24/2015 for 80.00) 
STAT HAYDEN Case status changed: Closed pending clerk Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
action 
APDC LEU Appeal Filed In District Court Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
STAT LEU Case status changed: closed pending clerk Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
action 
12/16/2015 RTCT HICKS Return Certificate- ISC - 12/14/2015- Cynthia K.C. Meyer 
7014 3490 0001 7884 6112 
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ARTHURM. BISTLINE 
BISTLINE LAW, PLLC 
1423 N. Government Way 
Coeur d'Alene, Idaho 83814 
(208) 665-7270 
(208) 665-7290 (fax) 
abistline@povn.com 
ISB: 5216 
Attorney for Plaintiff 
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IN THE.DISTRICT COURT OF THE FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF KOOTENAI 
JOEL W. HARMON and KATHLEEN F. 
HARMON, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
STATE FARM MUTUAL AUTOMOBILE 
INSURANCE COMP ANY, 
Defendant. 
Case No. CV-2014-Llq I)_ 
VERIFIED 
COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES 
FILING FEE: $96.00 
FEECATEGORY: A. 
The Plaintiffs, JOEL W. HARMON and KATHLEEN F. HARMON, husband and wife, 
by and through their undersigned attorney, ARTHUR M. BISTLINE, hereby file their Verified 
Complaint for Damages against the Defendant, STA TE FARM MUTUAL AUTOMOBILE 
INSURANCE COMP ANY, and for a cause of action, Plaintiffs allege as follows: 
1. Plaintiffs, JOEL W. HARMON and KATHLEEN F. HARMON, are husband and 
wife (hereinafter referred to as "Plaintiffs") and are presently residing in Kootenai County, State 
of Idaho. 
2. Defendant, STATE FARM MUTUAL AUTOMOBILE INSURANCE 
COMP ANY (hereinafter referred to as "Defendant "), is an insurance company duly licensed to 
do business in the State of Idaho, License No. 546. 
Assigned to Judge Simpson · 
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3. Acts and omissions have occurred in Kootenai County, and jurisdiction is proper 
before this Court. 
4. Plaintiffs and Defendant entered into a contract to provide insurance to cover loss 
or damage to Plaintiffs' 2008 National Pacifica 40D recreational vehicle (also referred to as the 
"motor home"). 
5. In December 2013, Plaintiffs' motor home was broken into and items were stolen 
and damaged. 
6. The insurance contract between Plaintiffs and Defendant provides that Defendant 
can pay to repair the motor home or pay the actual cash value of the motor home to Plaintiffs. 
7. To properly repair Plaintiffs' motor home, the dash needs to be replaced. 
8. The manufacturer of Plaintiffs' motor home is out of business and no replacement 
dash can be located. To fabricate a new one would cost in excess of $125,000.00. 
9. Based on the foregoing, Defendant has refused to repair Plaintiffs' motor home 
and has likewise refused to pay Plaintiffs the actual cash value of the motor home. 
10. Defendant did not make any attempt to settle Plaintiffs' claim until just under six 
months after it had sufficient information to settle Plaintiffs' claim. This has left Plaintiffs 
stranded in Coeur d'Alene, Idaho. 
FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION - BREACH OF CONTRACT 
11. Plaintiffs re-allege paragraphs 1 through 10 here as if set forth in full. 
12. Defendant's refusal to offer the cost to repair the motor home or the actual cash 
value of the motor home is a breach of the parties' insurance contract. 
13. Because of Defendant's breach, Plaintiffs are entitled to an award of damages in 
excess of $10,000.00 to be proved at trial. 
SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION - BAD FAITH 
14. Plaintiffs r~-allege paragraphs 1 through 13 here as if set forth in full. 
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15. Plaintiffs' right under the insurance contract to have Defendant pay either the cost 
to repair or the actual cash value is not fairly debatable, and the failure of Defendant to offer to 
pay either of those is an extreme deviation from the standards of reasonable conduct. 
16. Defendant's unreasonable position that it does not have to pay either the cost to 
repair or the actual cash value is not based on a good faith mistake. 
17. Defendant has unreasonably denied processing of Plaintiffs' claim. 
18. The resulting harm from Defendant's unreasonable conduct alleged herein is not 
fully compensable in contract. 
19. · Because of Defendant's unreasonable conduct, Plaintiffs have incurred damages 
in an amount in excess of $10,000.00 to be proved at trial. 
20. Because of Defendant's unreasonable conduct, Plaintiffs have had to acquire the 
services of an attorney and are entitled to an award of their reasonable attorney's fees and costs 
incurred in this action, with a reasonable sum in the event of default being $200,000.00, subject 
to review pursuant to Idaho Rule of Civil Procedure 54. 
WHEREFORE, the Plaintiffs pray that this Court enter judgment as follows: 
A. For Plaintiffs and against Defendant in an amount in excess of $10,000.00 
to be proved at trial; 
B. For Plaintiffs and against Defendant in an amount to compensate Plaintiffs 
for their reasonable attorney's fees and costs incurred in bringing this action; and 
C. For Plaintiffs and against Defendant granting Plaintiffs any other relief 
that this Court deems fair and equitable. 
DATED this / 7 ~ day of June, 2014. 
BISTLINE LAW, PLLC 
C.-----
ARTHUR M. BISTLINE 
Attorney for Plaintiff 
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VERIFICATION 
STATE OF IDAHO ) 
) ss. 
County of Kootenai ) 
JOEL W. HARMON, beingfirst duly sworn, upon oath, deposes and says: 
I am the Plaintiff in the above-entitled action and named in the foregoing Complaint for 
Damages, and have read the contents thereof, and believe the same to be accurate and complete 
to the best of my knowledge, information and belief. 
r:2L~~ 
. JOEL w. HARMON ---
SUBSCRIBED AND SW~RN to "before m~ this · / 1µ_,,day of June, 2014. 
STATE OF IDAHO ) 
) ss. 
County of Kootenai ) 
~~. {;\/AuA 
:N'otaryPublic f~rdaho -; 
Residing at: Cacu rd' 4tea:.-
Commission Expires: / z 128 ( I 8 
I I 
VERIFICATION 
KATHLEEN F. HARMON, being first duly sworn, upon oath, deposes and says: 
I am the Plaintiff in the above-entitled action and named in the foregoing Complaint for 
Damages, and have read the contents thereof, and believe the same to be accurate and complete 
to the best of my knowledge, information and belief. 
~,?£~ 
KATHLEEN F. HARMON 
SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me this /1pv day of June, 2014. 
Notary Public ?or Idaho 
Residing at: Co-w..r ri' /}ft>nt"'. 
Commission Expires: 12}2R1f /'g. 
r I 
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Jeffrey A. Thomson, ISB #3380 
Craig R. Yabui, ISB #7706 
ELAM & BURKE, P.A. 
251 East Front Street Suite 300 
Post Office Box 1539 
Boise, Idaho 83701 
Telephone: (208) 343-5454 
Facsimile: (208) 384-5844 
j at@elamburke.com 
cry@elamburke.com 
Attorneys for Defendant 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FIRST WDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STA TE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF KOOTENAI 
JOEL W. HARMON and KATHLEEN F. 
HARMON, 
Plaintiffs/Counterdefendants, 
vs. 
STATE FARM MUTUAL AUTOMOBILE 
INSURANCE COMP ANY 
Defendant/Counterclaimant. 
Case No. CV-2014-4912 
ANSWER TO PLAINTIFFS' 
VERIFIED COMPLAINT FOR 
DAMAGES AND DEMAND 
FOR WRY TRIAL 
Category: I(l) 
Fee: $136.00 
Defendant State Farm Mutual Automobile Insurance Company (hereinafter "State 
Farm"), by and through its counsel of record, Elam & Burke P.A., and for its Answer to 
Plaintiffs' Verified Complaint for Damages ("Complaint"), admits, denies, and alleges as 
follows: 
ANSWER TO PLAINTIFFS' VERIFIED COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES AND DEMAND FOR JURY 
TRIAL- I 
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FIRST DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs' Complaint fails to state a claim against State Farm upon which relief can be 
granted. 
SECOND DEFENSE 
State Farm denies each and every allegation contained in Plaintiffs' Complaint not 
specifically admitted herein. 
TIIlRD DEFENSE 
1. In answer to paragraph 1 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, State Fann is without sufficient 
knowledge or information to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations contained therein and 
therefore denies the same. 
2. In answer to paragraph 2 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, State Fann admits that it is a 
corporation organized under the laws of the State of Illinois and authorized to do business in the 
State of Idaho. 
3. In answer to paragraph 3 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, State Fann is without sufficient 
knowledge or information to form a belief as to the truth of the allegations contained therein and 
therefore denies the same. 
4. In answer to paragraph 4 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, State Farm admits that at the 
time of the at-issue loss there was in force and effect an insurance policy issued by State Farm to 
Plaintiff Joel W. Harmon covering a 2008 National Pacifica 40D recreational vehicle/motorhome 
("vehicle"). As to the terms of that insurance policy, State Farm admits only that the terms of the 
insurance policy speak for themselves. 
ANSWER TO PLAINTIFFS' VERIFIED COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES AND DEMAND FOR JURY 
TRIAL-2 
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5. In answer to paragraph 5 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, State Farm admits it was 
notified of a theft and/or damage to Plaintiffs' vehicle in December 2013. 
6. In answer to paragraph 6 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, State Farm admits only that the 
terms of the insurance policy speak for themselves. 
7. In answer to paragraph 7 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, State Farm admits that the front 
dash was damaged and admits that repair and replacement of the dash were options investigated. 
8. In answer to paragraph 8 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, State Farm admits the 
manufacturer of Plaintiffs' vehicle went out of business, no replacement dash has yet been 
located, and it will be relatively expensive to fabricate a new dash. 
9. In answer to paragraph 9 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, State Farm denies the 
allegations contained therein. 
10. In answer to paragraph 10 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, State Farm denies the 
allegations contained therein. 
FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION - BREACH OF CONTRACT 
11. State Farm incorporates its answers to the allegations contained in Paragraphs 1 
through 10 of Plaintiffs' Complaint above as if fully set forth herein. 
12. In answer to paragraph 12 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, State Farm denies the 
allegations contained therein. 
13. In answer to paragraph 13 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, State Farm denies the 
allegations contained therein. 
ANSWER TO PLAINTIFFS' VERIFIED COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES AND DEMAND FOR JURY 
TRIAL-3 
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SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION - BAD FAITH 
14. State Farm incorporates its answers to the allegations contained in Paragraphs 1 
through 13 of Plaintiffs' Complaint above as if fully set forth herein. 
15. In answer to paragraph 15 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, State Farm admits only that 
the terms of the insurance policy speak for themselves and denies the remaining allegations 
contained therein. 
16. In answer to paragraph 16 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, State Farm denies the 
allegations contained therein. 
17. In answer to paragraph 17 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, State Farm denies the 
allegations contained therein. 
18. In answer to paragraph 18 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, State Farm denies the 
allegations contained therein. 
19. In answer to paragraph 19 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, State Farm denies the 
allegations contained therein. 
20. In answer to paragraph 20 of Plaintiffs' Complaint, State Farm denies the 
allegations contained therein. 
FIRST AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs are prematurely pursuing causes of action that arise out of or are related to 
Physical Damages Coverages because the actual cash value of the vehicle has not yet been 
determined through mandatory appraisal. 
ANSWER TO PLAINTIFFS' VERIFIED COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES AND DEMAND FOR JURY 
TRIAL-4 
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SECOND AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs have failed to join an indispensable party to this action. 
TIDRD AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
The damages alleged in Plaintiffs' Complaint reasonably could have been avoided by 
Plaintiffs. 
FOURTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintiff failed to take reasonable steps to mitigate the claimed or alleged damages. 
FIFTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs are estopped to recover upon the bases set forth in their Complaint. 
SIXTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
State Fann was unable to perform the policy which forms the basis of Plaintiffs' 
Complaint because the unique circumstances regarding Plaintiffs' claim excused State Farm's 
performance under the policy at issue. 
SEVENTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
The policy which forms the basis of the Plaintiffs' Complaint was unable to be performed 
by State Farm due to impossibility. 
EIGHTH AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE 
Plaintiffs have waived their rights to recover under the Policy or upon any other grounds 
alleged in their Complaint. 
ANSWER TO PLAINTIFFS' VERIFIED CO:MPLAINT FOR DAMAGES AND DEMAND FOR JURY 
TRJAL-5 
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RESERVATION 
State Farm hereby expressly reserves the right to amend this Answer to assert any other 
affirmative defenses as may be revealed by discovery in this matter. 
REQUEST FOR ATTORNEY FEES 
State Farm hereby requests that it be awarded its attorney fees and costs incurred herein 
pursuant to Idaho Code Sections 41-1839 and 12-121, AS 09.60.010, and Rules 54 and 82 of the 
Alaska and Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure. 
DEMANDFORJURYTRIAL 
State Farm hereby demands a trial by jury in accordance with the provisions of Rule 38 
of the Alaska and Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure. 
PRAYER 
WHEREFORE, State Farm prays for judgment as follows: 
1. That Plaintiffs take nothing by way of their Complaint; 
2. That the Complaint be dismissed with prejudice; 
3. That State Farm be awarded its costs, including attorney fees, in defending this 
action; and 
4. For such other and further relief that the Court deems just and proper. 
DATED this / 9, day of July, 2014. 
ELAM~&-B!)RKE, P.A. ( :.t, fl··; 
By: . Y,? /Y L 
:pJ!~}~the firm 
ANSWER TO PLAINTIFFS' VERIFIED COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES AND DEMAND FOR JURY 
TRIAL-6 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
C 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the I ti day of July, 2014, I caused a true and correct 
copy of the foregoing document to be served as follows: 
Arthur M. Bistline 
BISTLINE LAW, P.C. 
U.S. Mail 
Hand Delivery 
~ Federal Express 1423 N. Government Way 
Coeur d'Alene, ID 83814 __ Via Facsimile - (208) 665-7290 
4812-9987-5612, V. } 
Jeffrey_:A. ~6msoii JI ' 
ANSWER TO PLAINTIFFS' VERIFIED COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES AND DEMAND FOR JURY 
TRIAL-7 
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ARTHUR M. BISTLINE 
BISTLINE LAW, PLLC 
233 E. Harrison Avenue 
Coeur d'Alene, Idaho 83 814 
(208) 665-7270 
(208) 665-7290 (fax) 
arthur@bisdinelaw.com 
ISB: 5216 
Attorney for Plaintiff 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
. STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF KOOTENAI 
JOEL W. HARMON and KATHLEEN F. 
HARMON, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
STATE FARM MUTUAL AUTOMOBILE 
INSURANCE COMP ANY, 
Defendant. 
Case No. CV-2014-4912 
AMENDED 
COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES 
The Plaintiffs, JOEL W. HARMON and KATHLEEN F. HARMON, husband and wife, 
by and through their undersigned attorney, ARTHUR M. BISTLINE, hereby file their Amended 
Complaint for Damages against the Defendant, ST ATE FARM MUTUAL AUTOMOBILE 
INSURANCE COMP ANY, and for a cause of action, Plaintiffs allege as follows: 
1. Plaintiffs, JOEL W. HARMON and KATHLEEN F. HARMON, are husband and 
wife (hereinafter refe1Ted to as ''Plaintiffs") and at·e presently residing in Kootenai County, State 
ofldaho. 
2. Defendant, STATE FARM MUTUAL AUTOMOBILE INSURANCE 
COMP ANY (hereinafter referred to as "Defendant 11), is an insurance company duly licensed to 
do business in the State of Idaho, License No. 546. 
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3. Acts and omissions have occurred in Kootenai County, and jurisdiction is proper 
before this Cou1t. 
4. Plaintiffs and Defendant entered into a contract to provide insurance to cover loss 
or damage to Plaintiffs' 2008 National Pacifica 40D recreational vehicle (also refel'red to as the 
"motor home"). 
S. In December 2013, Plaintiffs' moto1· home was broken into and items were stolen 
and damaged. 
6. The insurance contract between Plaintiffs and Defendant provides that Defendant 
can pay to repair the motor home or pay the actual cash value of the motor home to Plaintiffs. 
7. To properly repair Plaintiffs' motor home, the dash needs to be replaced. 
8. The manufacturer of Plaintiffs' motor bome is out of business and no replacement 
dash can be located. To fabricate a new one would cost in excess of $125,000.00. 
9. Based on the foregoing, Defendant has refused to repair Plaintiffs' motor home 
and has likewise refused to pay PJaintiffs the actuaJ cash value of the motor home. 
I 0. Defendant did not make any attempt to settle Plaintiffs' claim until just under six 
months after it had sufficient information to settle Plaintiffs' claim. Thls has left Plaintiffs 
stranded in CoeW" d'Alene, Idaho. 
FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION -BREACH OF CONTRACT 
11. Plaintiffs re-allege paragraphs l through 10 here as if set fo11h in full. 
12. Defendant's refusal to offer the cost to repair the motor home 01· the actual cash 
value of the motor home is a breach of the parties' insurance contl'act. 
13. Because of Defendant's breach, Plaintiffs are entitled to an award of damages in 
excess of $10,000.00 to be proved at trial. 
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SECOND CAUSE ()FACTION - BAD FAITH 
14. Plaintiffs re-allege paragraphs I through l3 here as if set fo1th in full. 
15. PJaintHfs• right undet the insurance contract to have Defendant pay eithel' the cost 
to repair or the actual cash value is not fairly debatable, and the failure of Defendant to offer to 
pay either of those is an extreme deviation from the standards of reasonable conduct. 
16. Defendant's unreasonable position that it does not have to pay either the cost to 
l'epair or the actual cash value is not based on a good faith mistake. 
17. Defendant has unreasonably denied processing of Plaintiffs' claim. 
18. The resulting harm from Defendant's U.lll.'easonable conduct alleged herein is not 
fully compensable in contract. 
19. Because of Defendant's unreasonable conduct, Plaintiffs have incurred damages 
in an amount in excess of$10,000.00 to be proved at triaL 
TIDRD CAUSE OF ACTION - PUNITIVE DAMAGES 
20. PJaintiffs incorpol'ate paragraphs 1 through 19 here as if set forth in full. 
2 I. Because of Defendant's outrageous and Unl'easonable conduct, Plaintiffs are 
entitled to an award of punitive and/or exemplary damages in an amount to be determined by the · 
finder of fact after considering the pmposes of a punitive damages awal'd. 
22. Because of Defendant's unreasonable conduct complained of hel'ein, Plaintiffs 
have had to acquire the services of an attorney and are entitled to an award of their reasonable 
attorney's fees and costs incun·ed in this action, with a 1·easonable sum in the event of default 
being $200,000.00, subject to review pursuant to Idaho Rule of Civil Procedure 54. 
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WHEREFORE, the PJaintiffs pray that this Court enter judgment as follows: 
A. For Plaintiffs and against Defendant in an amount in excess of $10,000.00 
to be proved at trial; 
B. For Plaintiffs and against Defendant in an amount to compensate Plaintiffs 
for their reasonable attorney's fees and costs incurred in bringing this action; and 
C. For Plaintiffs and against Defendant granting Plaintiffs any other relief 
that this Court deems fail' and equitable. 
DATED this __ day of ______ _, 2015. 
BISTLINE LAW, PLLC 
ARTHUR M. BISTLINE 
Attorney for Plaintiff 
VERIFICATION 
STATE OF IDAHO ) 
) ss. 
County of Kootenai ) 
JOEL W. HAR.MON, being fust duly swom, upon oath, deposes and says: 
I am the Plaintiff in the above-entitled action and named in the foregoing Amended 
Complaint for Damages. and have read the contents thereof, and believe the same to be accurate 
and complete to the best of my knowledge, jnfo1mation and belief. 
JOEL W. HARMON 
SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me thls __ day of ______ _ 
2015. 
Notary Public for Idaho 
Residing at:----------
Commission Expires: ______ _ 
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VERIFICATION 
STATE OF IDAHO ) 
) ss. 
County of Kootenai ) 
KATHLEEN F. HARMON, being first duly sworn, upon oath, deposes and says: 
I am the Plaintiff in the above-entitled action and named in the foregoing Amended 
Complaint foi- Damages, and have read the contents thereof, and believe the same to be accurate 
and complete to the best of my knowledge, info!'mation and belief. 
KATHLEEN F. HARMON 
SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me this __ day of ______ _ 
2014. 
Notary Public for Idaho 
Residing at: 
---------Commission Expires: ______ _ 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I hereby certify that on the __ day of , 2015, I served a true and correct 
copy of foregoing AMENDED COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES by the method indicated below~ 
and addressed to the following: 
Jeffrey A. Thomson 
Craig R. Yabui 
Elam & Burke, P.A. 
251 E. Front Street 
Suite 300 
Boise, Idaho 83701 
Fax: (208) 384-5844 
[ ] Regulal' mail 
[ ] Certified mail 
( ] Ove1night mail 
( ] Facsimile 
[ ] Interoffice Mail 
[ ] Hand Delivered 
SHARON L. DOSSEY 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF KOOTENAI 
JOEL W. HARMON and KATHLEEN F. 
HARMON, 
CASE NO. CV-2014-4912 
Plaintiff, 
rvIBMORANDUM DECISION AND ORDER 
RE: DEFENDANT'S MOTION FOR 
Sillvflv1ARY JUDGMENT 
VS. 
STATE FARM MUTUAL AUTOMOBILE 
INSURANCE COMP ANY, 
Defendants, 
The Summary Judgment Motion of Defendant State Fann Automobile Insurance 
Company ("State Farm") came on for hearing before the Honorable Cynthia K.C. Meyer on July 
30, 2015. Plaintiff was represented by Arthur M. Bistline of Bistline Law P.C. State Farm was 
represented by Jeffrey A. Thompson of Elam & Burke, P.A. Defendant's Motion for Summary 
Judgment is granted. 
I. Factual and Procedural History 
This case arises out of a claim submitted by Plaintiffs for damages done to their motor 
home on December 19, 2013. The motor home was vandalized while stored in an RV storage 
facility. Plaintiffs notified State Farm of their claim on December 22, 2013. In January of 2014, 
Plaintiff Joel Harmon discussed the claim with State Fann agent Tom Schriver. Affidavit of J. 
MEMORANDUM DECISION AND ORDER RE: DEFENDANT'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT-I 
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Harmon at 2. Mr. Schriver told Mr. Harmon that State Farm would be totaling the motor home 
because the dashboard in the vehicle could not be repaired and a replacement dash was not 
available. Id. The manufacturer of the motor home had gone out of business prior to the damage 
to Plaintiffs' motor home and a replacement dash could not be found. Plaintiffs' Response to 
Defendant's Motion for Summary Judgment at 2 ("Plaintiffs' Response"). Plaintiffs submitted a 
bid showing that the cost to fabricate a new dashboard would be approximately $155,000. Id. 
State Farm also attempted to locate a dashboard for the vehicle and indicated by letter to the 
Plaintiffs on May 29, 2015 that they were unable to locate a replacement. Affidavit of J. Harmon 
at 3. In the letter of May 29, 2015, State Farm informed the Plaintiffs that the motor home was 
not a total loss and offered to pay an estimate of the cost to repair. Affidavit of J. Harmon at 3. 
The estimate relied upon by State Farm was provided by RV's Northwest and amounted to 
$18,491.36. Affidavit of J. Harmon at 2, Exhibit B. 
On June 17, 2014, Plaintiffs filed a verified complaint alleging State Farm breached the 
contract by failing to repair the motor home, or pay the actual cash value of the motor home, and 
acted in bad faith by unreasonably denying Plaintiffs' claim. Complaint at 2-3. State Farm 
sought, and received, a stay of the proceedings and an order compelling appraisal on August 27, 
2014. Order Granting Stay of Proceedings Pending Completion of Appraisal at 1. State Farm 
alleged that when there is disagreement concerning the cost to repair, or the actual cash value of 
insured property, the appraisal clause of the policy is triggered and both parties are required to 
submit to the mandatory appraisal process. Defendant's Memorandum in Support of Motion to 
Stay at 3. 
The Plaintiffs demanded appraisal on September 24, 2014. Defendant's Memorandum in 
Support of Motion for Summary Judgment at 6 ("Defendant's Motion"). Plaintiffs selected 
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Kelvin Batchelor from RV's Northwest as their appraiser and State Farm selected Dennis 
Schwatka from R&R RV Center as their appraiser. Affidavit J. Thomson Exhibit B, D. During 
the appraisal process a replacement dashboard was located and the Plaintiffs were given the 
option of replacing the dashboard, or having the dash repaired. Affidavit J. Thomson Exhibit J. 
Plaintiffs chose to have the dash repaired. Affidavit J. Thomson Exhibit L. 
On November 25, 2014, State Farm tendered a check to the Plaintiffs in the amount of the 
cost to repair determined through appraisal. Affidavit J. Thomson Exhibit F. The appraisal 
process was completed on January 30, 2015 with the umpire selecting $18,252.89 as the cost to 
repair the motor home. Affidavit J. Thomson Exhibit E. Plaintiffs maintain that State Farm is in 
breach of the contract for failing to offer the cost to repair or the actual cash value of the motor 
home, and acted in bad faith by unreasonably delaying payment of the claim. Plaintiffs' Response 
at 10. The insurance contract signed by both parties contains a choice of law provision dictating 
that the policy is to be governed by the laws of the State of Alaska. Affidavit J. Thomson Exhibit 
Aat 36. 
II. Discussion 
A. Summary Judgment Standard 
Summary judgment is appropriate "if the pleadings, depositions, and admissions on file, 
together with the affidavits, if any, show that there is no genuine issue as to any material fact and 
that the moving party is entitled to a judgment as a matter oflaw." I.R.C.P. 56(c). "Once the 
movant has established a prima facie case that, on the basis of uncontroverted facts, the movant 
is entitled to judgment, the opposing party must set forth specific facts showing that there is a 
genuine issue for trial and cannot merely rest on the pleadings." Mc Vicker v. City of Lewiston, 
MEMORANDUM DECISION AND ORDER RE: DEFENDANT'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT-3 
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134 Idaho 34, 37, 995 P.2d 804, 807 (2000) (citing I.R.C.P. 56(e); Theriault v. A.H Robins Co. 
Inv., 108 Idaho 303,306,698 P.2d 365 (1985)). 
I.R.C.P. 56(e). 
When a motion for summary judgment is made and supported as 
provided in this rule, an adverse party may not rest upon the mere 
allegations or denials of that party's pleadings, but the party's 
response, by affidavits or as otherwise provided in this rule, must 
set forth specific facts showing that there is a genuine issue for 
trial. If the party does not so respond, summary judgment, if 
appropriate, shall be entered against the party. 
"In order to survive a motion for summary judgment, the non-moving party must 'make a 
showing sufficient to establish the existence of an element essential to that party's case on which 
that party will bear the burden of proof at trial."' Jones v. Starnes, 150 Idaho 257, 259-60, 245 
P.3d 1009, 1011-12 (2011) (quoting Badell v. Beeks, 115 Idaho 101, 102, 765 P.2d 126, 127 
(1988)). 
B. State Farm did not breach the contract and cannot be held liable for the tort of bad 
faith absent a breach. 
If there is no breach of contract, there cannot be bad faith, as a matter of law. Robinson v. 
State Farm Mutual Auto. Ins. Co., 137 Idaho 173, 179, 45 AT3d 829,835 (2002); Hillman v. 
Nationwide Mut. Fire Ins. Co., 855 P.2d 1321, 1323-25 (Alaska 1993) (finding that the tort of 
bad faith exists when insurers do not reasonably rely on the provisions of an insurance contract 
and otherwise lack a reasonable basis for their actions). 
Alaska regulates insurance through a comprehensive insurance code. McDonnell v. State 
Farm Mut. Auto. Ins. Co., 299 P.3d 715, 719 (Alaska 2013). Alaska Statute 21.96.035 provides 
that certain types of insurance policies must include an appraisal clause for resolving disputes 
over the value of a covered loss: 
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A motor vehicle or similar policy, a policy providing property 
coverage, or any other policy providing first party property, 
casualty, or inland marine coverage, issued or delivered in this 
state, must include an appraisal clause providing a contractual 
means to resolve a dispute between the insured and the insurer over 
the value of a covered first party loss for real property, personal 
property, business property, or similar risks. 
Id. The statute further defines the appraisal process: 
A motor vehicle or sirm1ar policy, a policy providing property 
coverage, or any other policy providing first party property, 
casualty, or inland marine coverage, issued or delivered in this 
state, must include an appraisal clause providing a contractual 
means to resolve a dispute between the insured and the insurer over 
the value of a covered first party loss for real property, personal 
property, business property, or similar risks. If the insured and the 
insurer fail to agree on the amount of a covered first party loss, 
either may make written demand upon the other to submit the 
dispute for appraisal. Within 10 days of the written demand, the 
insured and insurer must notify the other of the competent 
appraiser each has selected. The two appraisers will promptly 
choose a competent and impartial umpire. Not later than 15 days 
after the umpire has been chosen, unless the time period is 
extended by the umpire, each appraiser will separately state in 
writing the amount of the loss. If the appraisers submit a written 
report of agreement on the amount of the loss, the agreed amount 
will be binding upon the insured and insurer. If the appraisers fail 
to agree, the appraisers will promptly submit their differences to 
the umpire. A decision agreed to by one of the appraisers and the 
umpire will be binding upon the insured and insurer. All expenses 
and fees, not including counsel or adjuster fees, incurred because 
of the appraisal shall be paid as detemrined by the umpire. 
Alaska Statute § 21.96.035. 
The policy at issue in this case contains an appraisal provision that complies with the 
above statute. Affidavit J. Thompson Exhibit A at 26. The provision requires the parties to 
submit to the appraisal process when the insured disagrees with the insurer on the cost to repair 
or the actual cash value of the covered vehicle. Id. 
The policy defines the cost to repair as: 
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(a) The cost agreed to by both the owner of the covered vehicle and us; 
(b) A bid or repair estimate approved by us; or 
(c) A repair estimate that is written based upon or adjusted to: 
1. The prevailing competitive price; 
11. The paintless dent repair price that is competitive in the market; or 
111. A combination of (i) and (ii) above. 
Affidavit J. Thomson Exhibit A at 25. State Farm contends that it selected option (b) and based 
their offer of May 29, 2014, on a written repair estimate from RV's Northwest. Affidavit J. 
Harmon Exhibit B. 
The plain meaning of policy provision (b) is clear: the cost to repair includes a bid or 
repair estimate approved by State Farm. State Farm has the option to choose which valuation 
method it employs. It does not require State Farm to repair the motor home, nor does it require 
State Farm to pay the actual cost to repair. State Farm is required under the policy to pay the 
amount as determined by a bid or repair estimate that they approve. The estimate submitted with 
the affidavit of Joel Harmon as Exhibit B provides a written repair estimate in the amount of 
$18,491.36. That is precisely the amount that State Farm offered to the Plaintiffs in their letter 
dated May 29, 2014. If the Plaintiffs disagreed with the amount of the offer they were required to 
initiate the appraisal process. Instead they initiated this lawsuit. 
Plaintiffs allege that State Farm was required to offer an amount equal to the actual cash 
value of the motor home, or to repair the motor home to its pre-loss condition. Plaintiffs' 
Response at 8. This misconstrues State Farm's obligation under the policy. The language of the 
policy allows State Farm to choose the method of valuation for payment of the loss. State Farm 
has the choice to pay the actual cash value of the vehicle, or State Farm can pay the cost to repair 
based on any one of the three methods enumerated in the policy. Plaintiffs' contention that State 
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Fann was unreasonable for failing to offer either to restore the motor home to pre-loss condition 
or pay the actual cash value is without merit. 
The offer based on the estimate approved by State Fann was reasonable under the policy 
and would be considered the cost to repair according to the plain language of the policy. The 
Plaintiffs had the choice to accept the amount offered by State Farm, or to reject this amount and 
trigger the appraisal process. It cannot be said, and this Court does not find, that the offer to pay 
the cost to repair based on the estimate approved by State Fann was unreasonable. Further, the 
Court does not find that State Farm's offer of May 29, 2014, is without a reasonable basis in the 
policy. If the Plaintiffs disagreed with the offer of the cost to repair, the policy provides, and 
Alaska law requires, that the matter be submitted to the appraisal process. 
In the present case the parties were required to resolve differences regarding the amount 
of loss through an appraisal process. The appraisal process was included in the policy and is also 
statutorily required in the State of Alaska. Once the parties agreed to the appraisal process a 
binding decision was reached by an umpire and Plaintiffs exercised their right to repair the motor 
home. State Farm tendered the repair amount to the Plaintiffs as required under the policy. 
Plaintiffs' only claim is that State Farm had no reasonable basis to make its initial offer. As 
discussed below, the Court finds that State Farm had a reasonable basis in making the initial 
offer, the offer was reasonably based on the provisions contained within the policy, and State 
Farm did not breach the contract in tendering the offer. 
C. Bad Faith. 
The Alaska Supreme Court has held that insurance companies may be liable for the tort of 
bad faith in cases in which insureds seek compensation from their own insurers for losses which 
they have suffered. Hillman, 855 P.2d at 1323. "[T]he tort of bad faith in first-party insurance 
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cases may or may not require conduct which is fraudulent or deceptive, it necessarily requires 
that the insurance company's refusal to honor a claim be made without a reasonable basis." Id. 
When evaluating a claim of bad faith the court will look to determine whether the insurance 
company was challenging a claim which was fairly debatable. Hillman, 855 P.2d at 1324 (citing 
White v. Unigard Mutual Insurance Co., 112 Idaho 94, 730 P.2d 1014 (1986)). The tort of bad 
faith will arise when the insurance company intentionally denies, delays, or fails to pay a claim 
without a reasonable basis. Id. Generally, actions undertaken by an insurance company that are 
based on a policy provision will be considered reasonable. Id. 
In Hillman the Alaska Supreme Court found the insurance company did not follow its 
own standard procedures, failed to forward a letter it had promised to the insured, conditioned its 
settlement offer on resolving all claims, failed to settle the claim when it had been approved, and 
delayed settlement of the claim for more than eighteen months. Id. The court then held that 
''none of these facts suffice to raise a question as to whether Nationwide's denial of coverage 
lacked a reasonable basis. The denial was based on [provisions] in the policy." Id. at 1325. 
Further, the court found that the insurance company did not act in bad faith when it demanded 
arbitration to resolve the claim because it "merely exercised its right" under the policy. Id. at 
1326. The Alaska Court has declined to define the elements of the tort of bad faith in an 
insurance contract. Lockwoodv. Geico General Ins. Co., 323 P.3d 691,697 (Alaska 2014). 
However, Alaska precedent makes clear that the element of breach at least requires the 
insured to show that the insurer's actions were objectively unreasonable under the circumstances. 
Id. Thus, in order to prevail on a bad-faith claim a party must show that a delay in payment of a 
claim breached the covenant of good faith and fair dealing because it was "made without a 
reasonable basis." Id. at 697-98. The burden ofproofis on the insured to prove that there was an 
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intentional and unreasonable delay or denial of his claim. Lockwood, 323 P.3d at 697-98; 
Robinson v. State Farm Mutual Auto. Ins. Co., 137 Idaho 173, 176, 45 P.3d 829, 832 (2002). An 
insurance company's failure to pay a.claim does not alone establish the tort of bad faith and, 
therefore, neither does a delay in payment of a claim. See White v. Unigard Mutual Insurance 
Co., 112 Idaho 94, 99, 730 P.2d 1014, 1019 (1986); Hillman, 855 P.2d at 1323-25. 
1. Reasonable behavior is an appropriate subiect for Summary Judgment 
procedures in the present context. 
Where questions of reasonable behavior are at issue they generally must be resolved at 
trial. Hillman, B55 P.2d at 1325. However, the Alaska Supreme Court has specifically stated that 
reasonable behavior may be an "appropriate subject for summary judgment procedures." 
Schneider v. Pay 'N Save Corat, 723 P.2d 619, 623 (Alaska 1986). "If, when viewing the 
evidence most favorably to the opponent of a motion for summary judgment, the trial court finds 
that a reasonable jury could only conclude that the challenged conduct must be characterized in 
one way, then summary judgment in accordance with that conclusion should be entered." Id. 
Plaintiffs assert that questions of reasonableness are always a question of fact for the jury. 
Plaintiffs' Response at 8. State Farm contends that it is not always necessary to submit the 
question of reasonableness to a jury and asserts that in this instance the trial judge may determine 
whether the conduct of State Farm was reasonable under the circumstances. 
The Alaska holding in Hillman is clear: reasonable behavior is an appropriate subject for 
a trial judge in deciding a Motion for Summary judgment. Hillman, 852 P .2d at 1125 (holding 
that plaintiff's argument that reasonableness is always a question for a jury is "without merit"). 
Tbis Court recognizes that the standard requires a fmding that a reasonable jury could only 
characterize the challenged conduct one way. Id. 
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2. State Farm had a reasonable basis for delaying payment on the claim because it 
was reasonable under the circumstances that they be given time to investigate 
the claim and receive estimates on the cost to repair. 
In order to establish a claim for bad faith arising out of a delay in processing or paying a 
claim the insured must demonstrate that the insurer did not have a reasonable basis for the delay. 
Lockwood, 323 P.3d at 697-98; See also Green v. Truck Exchange, 114 Idaho 63, 68, 753 P.2d 
274,278 (Ct. App. 1988) (holding the mere failure to immediately settle a claim does not 
establish bad faith, rather, the delay must be intentional and unreasonable). Where there is no 
time for performance in the contract the law will imply a requirement that performance be within 
a reasonable time. Hall v. Add-Ventures, Ltd, 695 P.2d 1081, 1089 (Alaska 1985). The Alaska 
Supreme Court considered reasonable time for performance in the context of a delay of payment 
in Lockwood. 
In Lockwood the Alaska Supreme Court reversed a grant of summary judgment in favor 
of the insurer finding that there was a question of fact regarding the reasonableness of a delay in 
payment. Id at 698. The insurer offered the insured, an accident victim, $750 to settle all 
claims, but based its offer solely on expenses incurred to care for the victim's children rather than 
on her damages under the policy. Id. The Court found that because the offer was not based on 
any medical conditions as a result of the accident a reasonable jury could find the offer 
unreasonable. Id. The court then discussed the insurer's denial of additional payments for over a 
year based on their unsubstantiated and uninvestigated claims that the insured did not require 
medical treatment. Id. Finally, the court found that the insurer's refusal to pay any additional 
medical claims without a total settlement presented a question of material fact as to whether it 
was motivated by exhaustion of the medical payments benefit, or the insured's actual medical 
condition. Id. The court found that the delay in payment of thirteen months, taking no 
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affirmative steps to establish the veracity of the claim, and failing to reasonably investigate the 
amount of the loss, had no reasonable basis. Id. at 698-99. The court held that absent a 
reasonable basis for the delay under the policy, a question of material fact existed regarding the 
reasonableness of the delay. Id. 
Plaintiffs allege an unreasonable delay based on the fact that State Farm had all of the 
information required to make an offer in January of 2014, one month after the loss occurred. 
Plaintiffs' Response at 5. Plaintiffs filed a damage claim for the motor home on December 22, 
2013, and received an offer from State Farm on May 29, 2014. State Farm alleges that the five 
month delay from January to May was reasonable based on the circumstances of the loss. 
The letter from State Farm to Plaintiffs, dated May 29, 2014, indicates that significant 
research was undertaken to locate a new dashboard for the motor home. Affidavit J. Thomson 
Exhibit I. The Court finds it instructive that the appraisal process took over four months to 
complete with two competent appraisers wen versed in the specific type of loss at issue. 
Defendant's Motion at 8. Alaska implies the covenant of good faith and fair dealing in all 
insurance policies. State Farm Fire & Cas. Co. v. Nicholson, 777 P.2d 1152, 1154 (Alaska 
1989). This requires an insurer to take only those actions that have a reasonable basis under the 
policy. Id.; See Hillman, 852 P.2d at 1324. 
It appears to the Court five months is not an unreasonable amount of time based on the 
circumstances and nature of the loss. The holdings in Lockwood and Hillman support a finding 
that State Farm had an obligation to investigate the Plaintiffs' claim and substantiate the amount 
of loss. Here, Plaintiffs' dashboard was damaged and the company that manufactured the 
dashboard was no longer in business. State Farm relied on research from RV's Northwest to 
MEMORANDUM DECISION AND ORDER RE: DEFENDANT'S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT-I I 
Joel W & Kathleen F Harmon v State Farm Mutual Ins Docket No. 43802 38 of 50 
determine whether or not a replacement could be found. Further, State Fann attempted, 
unsuccessfully, to locate a replacement dashboard on its own. 
Under the provisions of the policy State Farm has the right to choose: (1) whether to pay 
the cost to repair, or .(2) pay the actual cash value of the covered vehicle. Additionally, if State 
Farm chooses to pay the cost to repair they have three options to determine the what the cost to 
repair is. Based on the facts before the Court, State Farm engaged in reasonable conduct in 
investigating the loss and then took a reasonable amount of time in determining what the cost to 
repair would be according to the provisions in the policy. The Court finds that State Farm had a 
reasonable basis in delaying their offer for repair until May 29, 2015. 
3. The amount of the loss was fairly debatable and provided a reasonable basis (or State 
Farm to delay making an offer. 
In White v. Unigard Mut. Ins. Co., the Court held that the insurer is entitled to dispute a 
fairly debatable claim and will not be held liable for failure to promptly pay such a claim, or for 
delays that are the result of "honest mistakes." White, 11 Idaho at 100, 730 P.2d at 1020; accord 
Hillman, 855 P.2d at 1323-25, (quoting Anderson v. Continental Insurance Co., 85 Wis. 2d 675, 
271 N.W. 2d 368, 376-77 (Wis. 1978)); Green, 114 Idaho at 68, 753 P.2d at 279 (affirming 
summary judgment because claim was fairly debatable within meaning of White). An insurance 
company does not act in bad faith in delaying payment on a claim when the delay has a 
reasonable basis in the contract. Lockwood, 323 P.3d at 697-99; White, 112 Idaho at 98, 730 
P.2d at 108 (fmding the tort of bad faith requires a deliberate and unreasonable delay or denial of 
the claim). 
In the present case Plaintiffs allege that State Fann unreasonably delayed an offer to pay 
the claim for five months and State Fann had the necessary information to tender an offer one 
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month after the loss accrued. Plaintiffs contend that State Fann was obligated to make an offer 
to repair the motor home in excess of $185,000, or to pay the actual cash value of the motor 
home estimated to be between $150,000 and $170,000. Were the Court to accept as true th.at 
State Fann had the information alluded to by Plaintiffs, there is no question that these amounts 
are fairly debatable. Plaintiffs concede as much in their response to State Farm's Motion for 
Summary Judgment: "State Farm alleges th.at ... [the] claim was fairly debatable. That may be 
true, however, the fact that State Farm was obligated to pay actual cash value or pay an estimate 
th.at would restore the coach to its pre-loss condition is not fairly debatable." Plaintiffs' 
Response at 9. 
The Court finds that the claim was fairly debatable and State Farm had a reasonable basis 
in delaying the initial offer in order to fully investigate the claim and the possibility of repairing 
the motor home. The appraisal process was initiated on September 24, 2014 and was completed 
on January 30, 2015. Defendant's Motion at 9. State Farm paid Plaintiffs prior to the completion 
of the appraisal process. Id. at 8. The initial delay of five months cannot be found unreasonable 
based on the fairly debatable amount of loss and the reasonable investigation necessary under the 
circumstances. 
4. State Farm was not obligated to restore the motor home to its pre-loss condition and its 
offer to pay the repair cost did not misrepresent State Farm's obligation under the 
policy. 
Contract interpretation presents a question of law. Nelson v. Progressive Cas. Ins. Co., 
162 P.3d 1228, 1231 (Alaska 2007). Courts look to the language of the disputed policy 
provisions, the language of other provisions of the policy, and to relevant extrinsic evidence. Id. 
The court will depart from the plain language of the contract only if the contract language is 
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ambiguous. Williams v. Crawford, 982 P.2d 250,253 (Alaska 1999). A contract is ambiguous 
only if, taken as a whole, it is reasonably subject to differing interpretations. Id. 
This Court finds that State Farm relied upon the provisions of the policy when making an 
offer to the Plaintiffs for the damage to Plaintiffs' motor home. The relevant provision states in 
pertinent part: 
1. We have the right to choose to settle with you or the owner 
of the covered vehicle in one of the following ways: 
a. Pay the cost to repair the covered vehicle minus any 
applicable deductible. 
(1) We have the right to choose one of the following to 
determine the cost to repair the covered vehicle: 
(a) The cost agreed to by both the owner of the 
covered vehicle and us; 
(b) A bid or repair estimate approved by us; or 
( c) A repair estimate that is written based upon 
or adjusted to: 
1. The prevailing competitive price; 
11. The paintless dent repair price that is 
competitive in the market; or 
m. A combination of i and ii above. 
Affidavit of J. Thomson Exhibit A at 26. 
The prevailing competitive price ... 
estimate will include parts sufficient 
to restore the covered vehicle to its 
pre-loss condition. 
The Court does not find any ambiguity in the policy provision. Plaintiffs allege that State 
Farm misrepresented its obligations under the insurance policy by not offering to settle for a cost 
to repair that would restore the motor home to its pre-loss condition. Plaintiffs' Response at 5. 
The Court does not find this argument persuasive. The plain language of the policy gives State 
Farm the choice of how to settle the claim. State Farm is allowed, under option (b), to make an 
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offer based on a bid or repair estimate that they approve. If State Farm had selected option ( c) 
they would have been required to restore the motor home to its pre-loss condition. 
In the present case State Farm did not choose option (c). Their obligation under option 
(b) was to determine the cost to repair based on a bid or estimate that they approved. Using the 
bid supplied by RV's Northwest, State Farm submitted an offer to Plaintiffs. Affidavit of J. 
Harmon Exhibit B. The Court finds that the language of the provision is plain and unambiguous 
and State Farm complied with the plain language of the policy. 
III. Conclusion 
The Court finds that a reasonable jury could only find that State Farm acted reasonably 
under the circumstances and their actions had a reasonable basis under the policy. Viewing the 
undisputed facts in a light most favorable to the non-moving party, the Court finds that there is 
no genuine issue as to any material fact and that State Fann is entitled to summary judgment as a 
matter of law. 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that State Farm's Motion for Summary Judgment is 
GRANTED. State Farm is requested to prepare a final judgment conforming to the Idaho 
Supreme Court standards for final judgments. 
DATED this / g-~ of August, 2015. 
BY THE COURT: 
(1~-
Cynthia K.C. Meyer u1 \ 
D~,bt Judge 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF KOOTENAI 
JOEL W. HARMON and KATHLEEN F. 
HARMON, 
Plaintiffs, 
vs .. 
STATE FARM MUTUAL AUTOMOBILE 
INSURANCE COMPANY 
Defendant. 
JUDGMENT IS ENTERED AS FOLLOWS: 
Case No. CV-2014-4912 
JUDGMENT 
The Plaintiffs' Complaint is dismissed with prejudice. 
DATED this )<.fl"day of August, 2015. 
JUDGMENT- I 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF KOOTENAI 
JOEL W. HARMON and KATHLEEN F. 
HARMON, husband and wife, 
Case No. CV-2014-4912 
NOTICE OF APPEAL 
Plaintiffs / Appellants, FILING FEE: $to9:00- I 'J. q. DO 
FEE CATEGORY: L.4. 
vs. 
STATE FARM MUTUAL AUTOMOBILE 
INSURANCE COMP ANY, 
63(),00 
RECORD ON APPEAL: SffiO.QO-
Defendant / Res ondent. 
TO: THE ABOVE NAMED RESPONDENT, STATE FARM MUTUAL 
AUTOMOBILE INSURANCE COMP ANY 
AND THE CLERK OF THE ABOVE-ENTITLED COURT: 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT: 
Plaintiffs/ Appellants appeal from the First Judicial District, the Honorable Cynthia Meyer 
presiding. 
I. Judgments and Orders Appealed 
A. Plaintiffs/ Appellants appeal the Court's Memorandum Decision and Order Re: 
Defendant's Motion for Summary Judgment dated August 18, 2015, and the 
Judgment dated August 24, 2015 dismissing their Complaint. 
NOTICE OF APPEAL 
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II. Issues on Appeal 
A. Did the District Court error when it determined that State Farm Mutual Automobile 
Insurance Company did not breach the parties agreement? 
B. Did the District Court error when it dismissed Plaintiffs' breach of contract action 
and bad faith action? 
III. Statement of Jurisdiction 
IV. 
A. Plaintiffs/ Appellants have a right to appeal to the Idaho Supreme Court, and the 
judgments or orders described in Paragraph I above are appealable orders under and 
pursuant to Idaho Appellate Rule 1 l(a)(l). 
No transcript is requested. 
V. A standard record is requested. 
VI. Certification of Attorney 
A. Service of the Notice of Appeal has been served on the Court Reporter. 
B. No estimated fees for the reporter's transcript is due because no transcript is 
requested. 
C. Service has been made upon all parties required to be served pursuant to Rule 20. 
D. No order has been entered sealing or any portion of the record. 
DATED this .o}j__ day of November, 2015. 
NOTICE OF APPEAL 
C----
ARTHUR M. BISTLINE 
Attorney for Plaintiffs/ Appellants 
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE ST A TE OF IDAHO 
JOEL W. HARMON and KATHLEEN F. 
HARMON, husband and wife, 
Plaintiffs/ Appellant, 
V. 
STATE FARM MUTUAL AUTOMOBILE 
INSURANCE COMPANY, 
Defendant/Respondent. 
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SUPREME COURT 
NO. 43802 
CLERK'S CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I, Jim Brannon, Clerk of the District Court of the First Judicial District of the 
State of Idaho, in and for the County of Kootenai, do hereby certify that I have personally 
served or mailed, by United States mail, one copy of the Clerk's Record to each of the 
Attorneys of record in this cause as follows: 
ARTHUR M. BISTLINE 
1205 N. Third St. 
Coeur D'Alene, ID 83814 
JEFFREY A. THOMSON 
25 I E. Front St., Ste 300 
Boise, ID 83701 
IN WITNESS WHERE F, I have unto set my hand and affixed the seal of the 
said Court this J(Q+:ls day of ,1\ ;;Jo lb 
Jim Brannon 
Clerk of District Court 
By: Debra D. l.eu 
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO 
JOEL W. HARMON and KATHLEEN F. 
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Plaintiffs/ Appellant, 
V. 
STATE FARM MUTUAL AUTOMOBILE 
INSURANCE COMPANY, 
Defendant/Respondent. 
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) 
SUPREME COURT 
NO. 43802 
I, Jim Brannon, Clerk of the District Court of the First Judicial District of the State of Idaho, in and for the 
County of Kootenai, do hereby certify that the above and foregoing record in the above entitled cause was 
compiled and bound under my direction as, and is a true, full and correct record of the pleadings and 
documents under Rule 28 of the Idaho Appellate Rules. 
I further certify that no exhibits were offered in this case. 
I certify that the Attorneys for the Appellant and Respondent were notified that the Clerk's Record was 
complete and ready to be picked up, or ifth,e attorney is out of town, the copies were mailed by U.S. mail, 
postage prepaid on the ;J LP th.. day of ~~ lb, dO l b . 
I do further certify that the Clerk's Record will be duly lodged with the Clerk of the Supreme Court. 
In witness whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal of said Court at Kootenai County, 
Idaho thisdl.o-Y-h day ~lb o?D I le. 
JIM BRANNON 
Clerk of the District Court 
By: Debra D. Leu 
Deputy Clerk 
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